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time which may be necessary and charge any fees which may be due to Deposit Account 
No. 13-0014, but not to include any payment of issue fees. 

(1) REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

Landis+Gyr Inc. is the owner of this patent application, and therefore the real 
party in interest. 

(2) RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no appeals or interferences related to this patent application. 

(3) STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-1 1, 20 and 21 are pending in the application. Claims 12-19 have been 
withdrawn from consideration. 

Claims 1-1 1, 20 and 21 stand rejected and form the subject matter of this appeal. 
Claims 1-1 1, 20 and 21 are shown in the Appendix attached to this Appeal Brief. 

(4) STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Applicants filed a Response to Office Action dated November 3, 2003 
("Response") responsive to an Office Action dated August 1, 2003. A final Office 
Action dated February 10, 2004 was designated by the Examiner to be responsive to the 
Response. 
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(5) SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

The present invention is directed to an arrangement for generating and storing 
metering information in a meter that measures a consumed commodity. A consumed 
commodity may be electrical energy, gas, or water by way of example. (See, e.g., 
Application at p.6). The arrangement includes a processing circuit and a non-volatile, 
rewriteable random access memory. Non-limiting examples of a processing circuit and 
non- volatile rewriteable random access memory are described in the Application at pages 
7-9. The processing circuit is operable to generate metering information. Metering 
information may include real energy information, RMS voltage and/or current levels, 
power factor, volt-amp information, among other things. (See, e.g. id. at page 9, lines 1- 
2). The non- volatile, rewriteable random access memory stores metering information 
during normal operation, and is operable to retain the stored metering information in the 
absence of external electrical power. (See, e.g., id. at p. 7, line 18 to p.8, line 1). 

Nonvolatile random access memories do not have certain limitations of 
EEPROM, as is described at length in the specification, when incorporated as claimed. 

In some additional embodiments, the non-volatile rewriteable random access 
memory stores program code to be executed by the processing circuit as well as the 
generated metering information. (See, e.g., id. at p.8, lines 15-19) In other embodiments, 
the processing circuit also generates metering information in the form of load profiling 
information that is also stored in the non- volatile rewriteable random access memory. 
(See, e.g., id. at p.8, lines 10-17). In still other embodiments, the non-volatile rewriteable 
random access memory is furthermore used for interim calculation values. (See, e.g. id at 
page 21, lines 10-19, claim 8). 
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(6) ISSUES 

Whether claims 1-1 1, 20 and 21 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph as being indefinite. 

Whether claims 1-1 1, 20 and 21 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,564,159 to Lavoie et al. (hereinafter "Lavoie"). 

Whether claims 1-1 1, 20 and 21 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,429,785 to Griffin et al. (hereinafter "Griffin"). 

Whether claims 1-11, 20 and 21 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,351,223 to DeWeerd et al. (hereinafter "De 
Weerd"). 

Whether claims 1-11, 20 and 21 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being obvious over U.S. Patent no. 5,548,527 to Hemminger et al. (hereinafter 
Hemminger). 

(7) GROUPING OF CLAIMS 

The claims do not all stand or fall together. 

Claims 1, 3-7, 9, 1 1 and 21 form a first separately patentable group which is 
argued independently of the other claims for purposes of this appeal. 

Claims 2 and 20 form a second separately patentable group which is argued 
independently of the other claims for purposes of this appeal. 

Claims 8 forms a third separately patentable group which is argued independently 
of the other claims for purposes of this appeal. 

Claims 10 forms a fourth separately patentable group which is argued 
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independently of the other claims for purposes of this appeal. 

(8) ARGUMENT 

First Claim Grouping: Claims 1, 3-7, 9, 11 and 21 are 

Not Indefinite, Anticipated, nor Obvious 

Discussion re: Patentability of Claim 1 

1. Claim 

Claim 1 is directed to an arrangement for generating and storing metering 
information in a meter that measures a consumed commodity. The arrangement includes 
a processing circuit and a non-volatile, rewriteable random access memory. 

2. The Examiner's Indefiniteness Rejection 

The Examiner rejected claim 1 as allegedly being indefinite. It is submitted that 
claim 1 sufficiently particularly points out and distinctly claims the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. However, claims 1, 20 and 21 appear to have an 
inadvertent typographical error, using the word "rewriteably" instead of "rewriteable". 
Applicants will amend the claims to correct this inadvertent, minor typographical error 
upon a determination of allowability of the claims over the prior art. Accordingly, to the 
extent the Examiner would remove the indefiniteness rejection if the word "rewriteably" 
was replaced by "rewriteable", applicants do not appeal this indefiniteness rejection. 

Nevertheless, as will be discussed below, the Examiner does not appear to base 
the indefiniteness rejection on these grounds. To the extent the Examiner alleges that 
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claim 1 is invalid due to indefiniteness regardless of whether the term "rewriteably" were 
replaced by the term "rewriteable", the Applicants appeal the indefiniteness rejection. 

In particular, the Examiner set forth the following reasoning for the anticipation 
rejection. 

The exact meaning of "non-volatile, [rewriteable] random access memory" is 
not clear. Applicants have cited a dictionary meaning and argue that flash memory is not 
ramdom access memory because is can only be erased in blocks and not in single byte 
increments. A byte is a block of bits and it would appear that the difference is only a 
matter of size of the blocks. A flash memory can be randomly accessed a block at a time 
which in a broad sense is a random access memory. 

(Final Office Action at p.2). Applicants respectfully submit that the above quoted 
argument does not make out a prima facie case of indefiniteness under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
second paragraph. The fact that the Examiner believes "that the difference [between 
random access memory and flash memory] is only a matter of the size of the blocks" does 
not make the phrase "random access memory" somehow indefinite. 

The phrase "random access memory" is used ubiquitously in the relevant art to 
describe a certain type of memory. Similarly, the phrase "flash memory" is also used 
universally in the relevant art to describe another type of memory. As opposed to random 
access memory, a flash memory must be erased in large sectors, i.e., several bytes. Those 
of ordinary skill in the art can distinguish between a flash memory and a random access 
memory based on the granularity with which random access memory may be rewritten. 

Such a difference is further outlines in a technical dictionary coupled to the 
Applicants Response to Office Action dated November 3, 2003. The Examiner admits 
the difference, yet bases an indefiniteness rejection on application of a broader meaning 
to random access memory than is accepted by the relevant technical community and 
indeed the general populace. 
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It is respectfully submitted that the claim term is sufficiently definite. A "non- 
volatile, rewriteable random access memory" is a random access memory, as that phrase 
is normally used, that incorporates technology that makes the memory non-volatile. 
Several examples are now known in the art, including ferromagnetic RAM, and ferro- 
electric RAM. 

For the above reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's 
indefiniteness rejection of claim 1 should be reversed. 

3. The Examiner's Anticipation Rejection Should be Reversed 

The Examiner rejected claim 1 as allegedly being anticipated by Lavoie, Griffin 
and DeWeerd. The Examiner's rejection of claim 1 over these references should be 
reversed for two reasons. First, the Examiner has tacitly admitted that claim 1 is 
patentable over Lavoie, Griffin and DeWeerd in the Final Office Action. Second, the 
Lavoie, Griffin and DeWeerd fail to disclose or suggest a nonvolatile random access 
memory as claimed in claim 1 . 

A. The Examiner Alleged that Applicants' 

Amendments Necessitated New Grounds of Rejection 

In the Final Office Action, the Examiner alleged that Applicant's amendment 

(Response to Office Action dated November 3, 2003) necessitated new ground(s) of 

rejection presented in the Final Office Action. (P.4). However, the Examiner appears to 

have maintained, in the Final Office Action, the exact same rejection as that responded to 

in the November 3, 2003 response. This cannot be. If the Examiner maintains that 

original grounds for rejection presented in the Examiner's August 1, 2003 Office Action 
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were sufficient to establish a prima facie case of anticipation, then no "new ground(s)" 
for rejection would be necessitated. 

In particular, in the August 1, 2003 office action, the Examiner rejected claims 1- 
1 1, 20 and 21 as being anticipated by Lavoie, Griffin and DeWeerd, citing particular 
columns of each patent as disclosing the claimed subject matter. (August 1, 2003 office 
action at pp. 2-3). The Applicant traversed the rejection in the Response to Office Action 
dated November 3, 2003, arguing that a "flash memory" (present in Lavoie, Griffin and 
DeWeerd) is not a "random access memory". The Applicant further amended the 
independent claims to further clarify that "nonvolatile" meant that the memory retained 
its contents in the absence of any power source external to the memory itself. (November 
3, 2003 Response to Office Action at pp.2&8). 

Thereafter, in the Final Office Action, the Examiner repeated the anticipation 
rejection of the claims over Lavoie, Griffin and DeWeerd without any modification. 
(Final Office Action at pp.2-3). Yet, the Examiner stated that applicants' November 3, 
2003 amendment "necessitated new ground(s) of rejection". As discussed above, if the 
Examiner was maintaining his original rejection with respect to Lavoie, Griffin and 
DeWeerd, then no new grounds would be necessitated. 

For this reason as well as the substantive reasons discussed below, it is 
respectfully submitted that anticipation rejection of claim 1 as being anticipated by 
Lavoie, Griffin and DeWeerd should be reversed. 
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B. Lavoie Does Not Teach a Nonvolatile RAM as Claimed 
Lavoie fails to teach, show or suggest "a non- volatile, rewriteable random access 
memory", as called for in claim 1. In particular, Lavoie teaches the use of a flash 
memory as the nonvolatile memory. It appears that the Examiner is alleging that the 
flash memory of Lavoie constitutes the claimed nonvolatile random access memory (See 
August 1, 2003 office action at p.2; Final Office Action at pp.2-3). However, a flash 
memory is not a random access memory. 

Flash memory, as is known in the art and as admitted by Lavoie, is a type of non- 
volatile memory in which large sectors of memory are written by "flashing" the sectors to 
erase any existing material, and then writing data to the sector. As noted by Lavoie: 

Flash memory 1 1 8 is typically organized into multiple large sectors (64 KB) 
which can be erased in their entirety. When flash memory is erased, all bits in in a sector 
are set to 1 . When data is written, 1 bits are changed to 0 bits. Once a bit has been 
changed to a 0, it cannot be changed back to a I without erasing the entire sector. 

(Lavoie at col. 10, lines 62-67) (emphasis added). Similarly, the Microsoft Computer 

Dictionary provides the following definition of "flash memory" 

A type of nonvolatile memory. Flash memory is similar to EEPROM memory in function 
but it must be erased in blocks, whereas EEPROM can be erased one byte at a time. 
Because of its block-oriented nature, flash memory is commonly used as a supplement to 
or replacement for hard disks in portable computers. . . . A disadvantage of the block- 
oriented nature of flash memory is that it cannot be practically used as main memory 
(RAM) because a computer needs to be able to write to memory in single-byte 
increments. 

(Microsoft Computer Dictionary, Fourth Edition, Microsoft Press, 1999 at p. 188, see 
Exh. A) (emphasis added). 

Thus, the sources described above clearly recognize the distinction between block 
addressable flash memory and RAM. A flash memory is only block rewriteable, while 
random access memory may be rewritten in smaller increments. The present invention 
clearly claims a non-volatile random access memory. 
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Because Lavoie employs a flash nonvolatile memory, Lavoie fails to teach or 
suggest "a non-volatile, rewriteable random access memory" as called for in claim 1. As 
a consequence, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claim 1 as being 
anticipated by Lavoie is in error and should be reversed. 

C. The Applicant's Provisional Application 
Pre-Dates Lavoie' s Non-Provisional Filing Date 

Independent of those reasons discussed above, the Examiner has not made a 
prima facie case of anticipation with respect to Lavoie. In particular, claim 1 stands 
rejected as allegedly being anticipated by Lavoie under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). In particular, 
the Examiner relies on columns 8-1 1 of Lavoie. However, Lavoie has a non-provisional 
filing date of June 29, 2000, while applicant has a priority date of April 7, 2000 for the 
subject matter of the claims. 

Applicant appreciates that Lavoie claims priority to an earlier provisional 
application serial no. 60/141,771, filed June 30, 1999. Applicant has not seen U.S. 
Provisional Patent Application Serial No. 60/141,771 and cannot comment as to how 
much that document differs from Lavoie. However, the Examiner has not established 
that the portions (cols. 8-11) of Lavoie upon which the rejection of claims 1-1 1, 20 and 
21 were present in the provisional application serial no. 60/141,771. Accordingly, the 
Examiner has failed to set forth a prima facie case of anticipation under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). 

D. Griffin Does Not Teach a Nonvolatile RAM as Claimed 

Griffin fails to teach, show or suggest "a non-volatile, rewriteable random access 
memory", as called for in claims 1, 20 and 21.. Griffin, like Lavoie, teaches the use of a 
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flash memory as the non-volatile memory. The Examiner contends that the flash memory 
of Griffin constitutes the nonvolatile random access memory (See August 1 , 2003 office 
action at p.2; Final Office Action at pp.2-3). As discussed above, a flash memory is not a 
random access memory. 

Griffin also mentions the use of non-volatile RAM. However, Griffin uses this 
term to describe battery-backed RAM.. (Griffin at col. 8, lines 53-58). As discussed in 
the present application, battery-backed RAM poses issues and difficulties which the 
claimed invention was intended to overcome. (Application at pp. 4-5). The claimed 
invention is clearly distinguished from battery-backed RAM, because, as claimed, the 
"non-volatile, rewritable random access memory [is] operable to retain the stored 
metering information in the absence of electrical power from a source external to the non- 
volatile, rewriteably random access memory." In other words, the claimed non-volatile 
RAM stores information even without a battery back-up. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Griffin fails to 
teach or suggest all of the elements of claim 1. As a consequence, the anticipation 
rejection of claim 1 over Griffin is in error and should be reversed. 

E. DeWeerd Does Not Teach a Nonvolatile RAM as Claimed 
DeWeerd similarly fails to teach, show or suggest "a non-volatile, rewriteable 
random access memory", as called for in claim 1. DeWeerd, like Lavoie and Griffin, 
teaches the use of a flash memory as the nonvolatile memory. As discussed above, a 
flash memory is not a random access memory. 
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Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that DeWeerd fails to teach or suggest all 
of the elements of claim 1. As a consequence, the anticipation rejection of claim 1 over 
DeWeerd is in error and should be reversed. 

4. The Obviousness Rejection Should be Reversed 

The Examiner has rejected claim 1 as allegedly being obvious over Hemminger. 
In particular, the Examiner alleged that it would have been obvious to replace the 
EEPROM of Hemminger with a non-volatile RAM. The Examiner has not set forth a 
legally sufficient motivation or suggestion to modify Hemminger as proposed. 

The motivation to substitute a non- volatile RAM for the EEPROM of Hemminger 
as proposed by the Examiner is allegedly "because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
realize that so doing would enable faster writing to the non-volatile device with greater 
cycling capability." 

Hemminger, however, does not appear to disclose a device that would benefit 
from "faster writing" or "greater cycling capability", and nothing in the prior art suggests 
that but for those advantages, the substitution of non- volatile RAM for EEPROM is 
otherwise a substitution of equals. 

In particular, Hemminger does not employ an EEPROM in such a manner as to 
require "faster writing" and "greater cycling capability". Hemminger teaches a system 
that integrates EEPROM for storing data that is infrequently accessed, and instead 
integrates volatile program and data RAM for frequent storage or frequently changing 
data. (See e.g. Hemminger at col. 6, line 60 to col. 7, line 18; col. 1 1, line 62 to col. 12, 
line 19). The volatile RAMs are integrated into a large integrated circuit package. {Id. at 
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col. 6, lines 62-64 and Fig. 1). 

Because the EEPROM is relatively infrequently accessed, the EEPROM of 
Hemminger does not require a large number of writing cycles, and certainly does not 
appear to require writing capabilities faster than that capable with standard EEPROM 
technology. Thus, it is not at all clear that the operation of Hemminger would be 
improved in any way by replacing the EEPROM with a non-volatile RAM such as a 
ferromagnetic RAM or the like. 

In addition, because EEPROM technology was more mature than non-volatile 
RAM technologies such as ferromagnetic RAM or FRAM at the time the invention was 
made, greater cost and risk would be likely result using the latter. The prior art contains 
no motivation to assume such cost and risk in the device of Hemminger. 

There can be no motivation or suggestion to modify a device to solve a problem 
that does not exist, or to improve a parameter that does not benefit the final product. 
Nothing in Hemminger suggests that greater write speed or greater cycling capability 
would improve Hemminger. Accordingly, the fact that non-volatile RAM provides faster 
writing and greater cycling capability does not provide a motivation or suggestion to 
modify Hemminger to incorporate a different, less established technology. For at least 
these reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the obviousness rejection of claim 1 is in 
error and should be reversed. 

Discussion re: Patentability of Claims 3-7, 9 and 11 

Claims 3-7, 9 and 1 1 all stand rejected on the same grounds as those applied to 
claim 1. Claims 3-7, 9 and 1 1 all both depend from and incorporate all of the limitations 
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of claim 1 . Accordingly, for at least the same reasons as those set forth above in 
connection with claim 1, it is submitted that the indefiniteness, anticipation, and 
obviousness rejections of claims 3-7, 9 and 11 should be reversed. 

Discussion re: Patentability of Claim 21 

Claim 21 stands rejected on the same grounds as those applied to claim 1. Claim 
21, like claim 1, includes a limitation directed to a nonvolatile, rewriteable random access 
memory. Substantially all of the reasons for reversing the anticipation, indefiniteness and 
obviousness rejections of claim 1 set forth above apply equally to claim 21. 

Second Claim Grouping: Claims 2 and 20 are Not Indefinite, 

Not Anticipated, Nor Obvious 

Discussion re: Patentability of Claim 2 

1. Claim 2 

As an initial matter, claim 2 depends from and incorporates all the limitations of 
claim 1 . Accordingly, claim 2 is not indefinite and is furthermore patentable over the 
prior art for at least the same reasons as those set forth above in connection with claim 1 . 

2. Additional Limitations of Claims 2 

Claims 2 also recites the following limitations: 

wherein the non-volatile rewriteable random access memory is further operable 
to store the load profiling information. 

Thus, in contrast to claim 1, claim 2 further recites the nonvolatile rewriteable random 

access memory is operable to store load profiling information. Load profiling 
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information is known in the metering art is information that tracks usage over a number 
of time periods. 

2. Claim 2 is Patentable Over Hemminger for Additional Reasons 

In addition to the reasons set forth above in connection with claim 1, claim 2 is 
patentable over Hemminger because the proposed modification of Hemminger does not 
arrive at the invention of claim 2. 

As discussed above, the Examiner alleges that it would have been obvious to 
modify Hemminger to substitute the EEPROM of Hemminger with a non-volatile RAM. 
Even if such a modification were made to Hemminger, the resulting device would not 
store load profiling information in the nonvolatile RAM. 

Nowhere does Hemminger teach that load profiling information is stored in the 
EEPROM. Moreover, the Examiner does not specifically allege that Hemminger teaches 
storing load profiling information in the EEPROM. Thus, even if the EEPROM of 
Hemminger were replaced by a nonvolatile RAM, the nonvolatile RAM would not store 
load profiling information. 

Accordingly, for at least this reason in addition to those set forth above in 
connection with claim 1, it is respectfully submitted that the obviousness rejection of 
claim 2 is in error and should be reversed. 

Discussion re: Patentability of Claim 20 

Claim 20 stands rejected on the same grounds as those applied to claim 1. Claim 
20 is an independent claim that, like claim 1 , includes a limitation directed to a 
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nonvolatile, rewriteable random access memory. Substantially all of the reasons for 
reversing the anticipation, indefiniteness and obviousness rejections of claim 1 set forth 
above apply equally to claim 20. 

In addition, like claim 2, claim 20 includes a limitation directed to storing load 
profiling information in the nonvolatile random access memory. In particular, claim 20 
recites storing metering information in the nonvolatile random access memory, and 
further recites that the metering information includes load profiling information. As 
discussed above in connection with claim 2, the modification of Hemminger proposed by 
the Examiner does not arrive at a device that stores load profiling information in a 
nonvolatile RAM. Accordingly, similar to claim 2, claim 20 is patentable over 
Hemminger for reasons independent of those discussed above in connection with claim 1. 

Third Claim Grouping: Claim 8 is Not Indefinite, 

Not Anticipated, Nor Obvious 

Discussion re: Patentability of Claim 8 
1. Claim 8 

As an initial matter, claim 8 depends from and incorporates all the limitations of 
claim 1 . Accordingly, claim 8 is not indefinite and is furthermore patentable over the 
prior art for at least the same reasons as those set forth above in connection with claim 1. 
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2. Additional Limitations of Claims 8 

Claim 8 also recites the following limitations: 

wherein the non-volatile rewriteable random access memory stores at least one 
interim metering variable generated by the processing circuit and subsequently retrieved 
by the processing circuit for calculation of a metering value. 

Thus, in contrast to claim 1, claim 8 further recites the nonvolatile, rewriteable random 

access memory is operable to store at least one interim metering variable generated by the 

processing circuit and subsequently retrieved by the processing circuit for calculation of a 

metering value. In other words, the non-volatile rewriteable random access memory may 

further be used a scratchpad memory used by the processor to store interim metering 

variables. 

2. Claim 8 is Patentable Over Hemminger for Additional Reasons 

In addition to the reasons set forth above in connection with claim 1, claim 8 is 
patentable over Hemminger because the proposed modification of Hemminger does not 
arrive at the invention of claim 8. 

As discussed above, the Examiner alleged that it would have been obvious to 
modify Hemminger to substitute the EEPROM of Hemminger with a nonvolatile RAM. 
Even if such a modification were made to Hemminger, the resulting device would not 
store interim values in nonvolatile RAM, wherein the interim values are generated by the 
processing circuit and are used subsequently by the processing circuit. 

Hemminger does not appear to store such interim values in EEPROM. Moreover, 
the Examiner has not identified any portion of Hemminger in which Hemminger teaches 
storing interim values in the EEPROM. Thus, even if the EEPROM of Hemminger were 
replaced by a nonvolatile RAM, the nonvolatile RAM would not store interim values as 
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claimed in claim 8. 

Accordingly, for at least this reason in addition to those set forth above in 
connection with claim 1, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claim 8 is in 
error. 

Fourth Claim Grouping: Claim 10 is Not Indefinite, 

Not Anticipated, Nor Obvious 

Discussion re: Patentability of Claim 10 

1. Claim 10 

As an initial matter, claim 10 depends from and incorporates all the limitations of 
claim 1. Accordingly, claim 10 is not indefinite and is furthermore patentable over the 
prior art for at least the same reasons as those set forth above in connection with claim 1 . 

2. Additional Limitations of Claim 10 

Claim 10 also recites the following limitations: 

the processing circuit is operable to generate statistical commodity consumption 
information, said statistical commodity consumption information including commodity 
usage information for a plurality of time periods 

wherein the non-volatile rewriteable random access memory is further operable to store 
the statistical commodity consumption information. 

Thus, in contrast to claim 1, claim 10 further recites the nonvolatile rewriteable random 

access memory is operable to store statistical commodity consumption information that 

includes commodity usage information for a plurality of time periods. 
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2. Claim 10 is Patentable Over Hemminger for Additional Reasons 

In addition to the reasons set forth above in connection with claim 1, claim 10 is 
patentable over Hemminger because the proposed modification of Hemminger does not 
arrive at the invention of claim 10. 

As discussed above, the Examiner alleged that it would have been obvious to 
modify Hemminger to substitute the EEPROM of Hemminger with a nonvolatile RAM. 
Even if such a modification were made to Hemminger, the resulting device would not 
store statistical commodity consumption information in nonvolatile RAM. 

The Examiner does not specifically allege the portions of Hemminger that teach 
storing statistical commodity consumption information as claimed in the EEPROM. 
Applicant's attorney has reviewed Hemminger and has found no such teaching. Thus, 
even if the EEPROM of Hemminger were replaced by a nonvolatile RAM, the 
nonvolatile RAM would not store statistical commodity consumption information as 
claimed in claim 10. 

Accordingly, for at least this reason in addition to those set forth above in 
connection with claim 1, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claim 10 is in 
error and should be reversed. 
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(9) CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, claims 1-1 1, 20 and 21 are not unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), or 35 U.S.C. §112. As a consequence, the 
Board of Appeals is respectfully requested to reverse the rejection of these claims. 


Respectfully submitted, 



Harj>ffl C. Moore 
Attorney for Applicants 
Attorney Registration No. 37,892 
Maginot Moore & Beck 
Bank One Center Tower 
1 1 1 Monument Circle, Suite 3000 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-5115 
Telephone: (317) 638-2922 
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CLAIM APPENDIX 

1 . (Amended) An arrangement for generating and storing metering information in a 
meter for measuring a consumed commodity, the arrangement including: 

a) a processing circuit operable to receive commodity consumption information 
and generate metering information therefrom; 

b) a non- volatile, rewriteable random access memory for storing the metering 
information during normal operation, the non-volatile, rewritable random access memory 
operable to retain the stored metering information in the absence of electrical power from 
a source external to the non-volatile, rewriteably random access memory. 

2. (Original) The arrangement of claim 1 wherein the meter comprises an electricity 
meter and wherein: 

the processing circuit is operable to generate load profiling information, said load 
profiling information including energy usage information for a plurality of time periods; 
and 

wherein the non-volatile rewriteable random access memory is further operable to 
store the load profiling information. 
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3. (Original) The arrangement of claim 1 wherein the meter comprises an electricity 
meter and wherein: 

the processing circuit is operable to generate metering information using one of a 
plurality of sets of meter formulae; 

the non- volatile rewriteable random access memory is further operable to store 
the one of the plurality of sets of meter formulae. 

4. (Original) The arrangement of claim 3 further comprising an external 
communication port and wherein the one of the plurality of sets of meter formulae stored 
in the non-volatile rewriteable random access memory may be replaced with a different 
one of the plurality of sets of meter formulae via communication with an external device 
through the external communication port. 

5. (Original) The arrangement of claim 1 wherein the meter comprises an electricity 
meter and wherein: 

the processing circuit is operable to generate metering information using a first 
set of calibration information; and 

the non-volatile rewriteable random access memory is further operable to store 
the first set of calibration information. 
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6. (Original) The arrangement of claim 5 further comprising an external 
communication port and wherein the first set of calibration information may be replaced 
with a second set of calibration information via communication with an external device 
through the external communication port. 

7. (Original) The arrangement of claim 1 wherein the non-volatile rewriteable 
random access memory is a ferromagnetic RAM. 

8. (Original) The arrangement of claim 1 wherein the non- volatile rewriteable 
random access memory further stores at least one interim metering variable generated by 
the processing circuit and subsequently retrieved by the processing circuit for 
calculation of a metering value. 

9. (Original) The arrangement of claim 1 wherein the non- volatile rewriteable 
random access memory further stores program code executed by the processing circuit. 

10. (Original) The arrangement of claim 1 wherein: 

the processing circuit is operable to generate statistical commodity consumption 
information, said statistical commodity consumption information including commodity 
usage information for a plurality of time periods; and 

wherein the non-volatile rewriteable random access memory is further operable to 
store the statistical commodity consumption information. 
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1 1 . (Original) The arrangement of claim 1 wherein the processing circuit includes 
plural processing devices, said plural processing devices including a digital signal 
processor. 

20. (Amended) An arrangement for generating and storing metering information in 
an electricity meter for measuring consumed energy, the arrangement including: 

a) a processing circuit operable to receive energy consumption information and 
generate metering information therefrom, said metering information including load 
profiling information; 

b) a non-volatile, rewriteable random access memory for storing the metering 
information during normal operation, the non-volatile, rewritable random access memory 
operable to retain the stored metering information in the absence of electrical power from 
a source external to the non-volatile, rewriteably random access memory, said non- 
volatile, rewriteable random access memory further storing at least some program code 
executed by the processing circuit. 

2 1 . (Amended) An arrangement for generating and storing metering information in 
an electricity meter for measuring consumed energy, the arrangement including: 

a) a processing circuit operable to receive energy consumption information and 
generate metering information using the received energy consumption information and a 
first set of calibration information; 

b) a non-volatile, rewriteable random access memory for storing the first 
set of calibration information and for storing the metering information during 
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normal operation, the non-volatile, rewritable random access memory operable to 
retain the calibration information and the stored metering information in the 
absence of electrical power from a source external to the non-volatile, rewriteably 
random access memory. 
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Microsoft Press 


Microsoft 



PUBLISHED BY 
Microsoft Press 

A Division of Microsoft Corporation 

One Microsoft Way 

Redmond, Washington 98052-6399 

Copyright © 1999 by Microsoft Corporation 

All rights reserved. No part of the contents of this book may be reproduced or transmitted in any form 
or by any means without the written permission of the publisher. 

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 
Microsoft Computer Dictionary. - 4th ed. 
p. cm. 

Previous eds. published under title: Microsoft Press computer 
dictionary 

ISBN 0-7356-0615-3 

1. Computers Dictionaries. 2. Microcomputers Dictionaries. 
I. Microsoft Press computer dictionary. 

QA76.15.M538 1999 V ' 


004'.03-dc21 


99-20168 
CIP 


Printed and bound in the United States of America. 


23456789 MLML 4 3 2 1 0 9 
Distributed in Canada by Penguin Books Canada Limited. * 
A CIP catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library. 
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